
Working Group Meeting #7
Location: Cape Henlopen Senior Center

Wednesday, February 9, 2005
5:30 – 8:30 PM



Welcome/Announcements



Agenda
5:45 PM Welcome/Announcements

6:00 PM Purpose and Need 

6:10 PM New/Revised Alternatives

6:30 PM Purpose and Need Assessment

6:45 PM Section 4(f) Evaluation Process

7:15 PM Route 1 at SR 1A Intersection Options

7:40 PM Alternatives Assessment

8:20 PM Next Steps

8:30 PM Adjourn



Tentative Working Group Meeting Dates
Monday, April 11, 2005
Monday, May 9, 2005 

5:30 PM – 8:30 PM
Cape Henlopen Senior Center



Purpose and Need



Project Purpose

To improve the entire transportation network 
within the project area for all transportation 
users. Specifically, the purpose of the project is 
to:

– Reduce traffic congestion and improve traffic 
operations and safety

– Accommodate anticipated traffic growth due to 
current and future land development

– Improve connectivity between Rehoboth Beach and 
the surrounding communities, commercial 
developments and recreational activities

– Improve multi-modal travel options by improving 
pedestrian, bicycle and transit facilities



Project Need
Traffic Service and Mobility
– Existing

• Few alternatives to Route 1 for 
residents and tourists to travel

• Congestion on Route 1 extends for 
several miles

• Residents have difficulty entering 
Route 1 due to heavy traffic volumes 
and long traffic signal cycle lengths on 
Route 1

• Route 1 serves as the only route for 
emergency service providers and is 
designated as a primary evacuation 
route

– Future (No-Build)
• Overall delay is projected to increase 

by 67 percent
• Delay at some signals will nearly 

double
• Mobility will be further degraded 

because a greater share of green time 
at traffic signals will have to be 
allocated to Route 1 to avoid 
intolerable back-ups
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Project Need
Safety

– Route 1 in the vicinity of Route 1A has 
the third highest accident rate in 
Delaware

– Route 1 within the entire project limits 
has a high accident rate

Connectivity
– Lack of connections between Rehoboth 

Beach and surrounding communities, 
particularly residents on the east side of 
Route 1

– No direct connection between Junction 
and Breakwater Trail and Rehoboth 
Beach

Alternative Travel Modes
– Vacationers have a high expectation of 

alternative modes of travel
– Lack of safe pedestrian bicycle and 

pedestrian amenities along Route 1 and 
Route 1A entering Rehoboth Beach



New/Revised Alternatives



Refinements to Alternative 5

• Shifted proposed roadway alignment between 
former Ames site and Holland Glade Road 
easterly, straddling the DNREC property line
– Reduces impacts to private properties (Corrado

and former Ames properties)
– Requires relocation of Lynch Well 3A

• A well testing program must be completed to 
determine if a replacement location is available

– Results in costs savings compared to the previously 
shown alternative



Alternative 8

• Similar to Alternative 5, except:
– No connection from Canal Boulevard to Shuttle 

Road through former Ames site
– Partial traffic signal provided at Holland Glade 

Road to accommodate southbound Route 1 left -
turns to Holland Glade Road and northbound Route 
1 U-turns into the Bayside Outlets

• Cost savings compared to Alternative 5 because 
of minimization of impacts to former Ames site



Widening Route 1 to Eight Lanes 

• Suggested by Working Group to address congestion on 
Route 1

• Advantages
– Traffic analyses indicate a reduction in delays along Route 1

• Disadvantages
– Significant impacts to parking and businesses along Route 1
– Creates a more imposing barrier for pedestrians crossing 

Route 1
– Does not fully meet the Purpose and Need
– Does not improve connectivity or improve travel options for 

residents living in and around Rehoboth Beach



Purpose and Need Assessment



Purpose and Need Assessment
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Section 4(f) Evaluation

The Law – 49 U.S.C. Section 303

FHWA Regulation – 23 CFR 771.135

(a) (1) The administration may not approve the use of 
land from a significant public park, recreation area, or 
wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or any significant 
historic site unless a determination is made that:

(i) There is not a feasible and prudent alternative to 
the use of land from the property; and

(ii) The action includes all possible planning to 
minimize harm to the property resulting from such 
use.



Section 4(f) Evaluation (cont.)

• Wildlife and Waterfowl Refuges

• Publicly Owned, Public Parks

• Historic Resources on or Eligible to 
be on the National Register of 
Historic Places



Description of 4(f) Resources – Publicly Owned Parks

• To connect the 
Junction and 
Breakwater Trail into 
Rehoboth Beach

• To buffer the core, 
sensitive areas of 
Cape Henlopen State 
Park

– When acquiring the land, 
DNREC attempted to 
reserve land for a future 
transportation corridor

Cape Henlopen State Park
– Portion of the park within the study area is considered passive open-

space and agricultural
– DNREC acquired theses properties for two reasons:



Description of 4(f) Resources – Section 106 Resources
• Currently assessing eligibility of resources within the project area.
• File research indicated 7 National Register Eligible Properties:

� Washington Heights 
District

� Vincent R. Wolfe House
� Truitt Properties
� Mount Pleasant United 

Methodist Church
� Janice P. Lewis House
� Helen F. Walker House
� Charles E. Marsh House 1
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Supplemental Alternatives

As part of the Section 4(f) Evaluation, FHWA 
requires that alternatives be investigated that 
avoid and minimize impacts to Section 4(f) 
resources:
– Avoidance and Minimization Concept 1
– Avoidance and Minimization Concept 2
– Avoidance and Minimization Concept 3



Route 1 at SR 1A Intersection Options



Route 1 at SR 1A Intersection Options

• Option A: At-grade – Three northbound lanes and 
two southbound left-turn lanes at Route 1 at SR 
1A

• Option B: Grade-separated – Northbound Route 1 
lanes over southbound left-turn lanes

• Option C: Grade-separated – Southbound SR 1A 
left-turn lane over northbound Route 1 lanes



Route 1 at SR 1A - Aesthetics

• If a grade-separated option is selected (Options B 
or C), the Working Group will have an opportunity 
to provide input to DelDOT regarding aesthetics 
treatments.
– Retaining Wall
– Open Structure



Property Impacts
• Option A

– Impacts to the Walker property on the southeast 
corner of Route 1/ SR 1A (National Register 
Eligible Property)

– Minor impacts along the east side of Route 1, 
south of SR 1A

– Minor impacts to properties on the north side of 
SR 1A, near Route 1



Property Impacts
• Option B

– Greater impacts to the Walker property on the 
southeast corner of Route 1/SR 1A (National 
Register Eligible Property) and properties along 
the east side of Route 1, south of SR 1A 
(compared to Option A)

– Similar impacts to properties on the north side 
of SR 1A near Route 1 (compared to Option A)

– Minor impacts to properties along the service 
road between Hebron Road and Shuttle Road



Property Impacts
• Option C

– Displacement of the warehouse property located 
adjacent to Oby Lee Coffee

– Impacts to Oby Lee Coffee (National Register 
Eligible Property) including relocation of 
driveway to the east

– Greater impacts to properties on the north side 
of SR 1A (Valero gas station; Berry, Barlow, 
Warrington, LLP) (compared to Options A and B)

– Impacts to Grand Rental Station and Rehoboth 
Car Wash



Route 1 at SR 1A - Intersection Costs

Cost (millions)*

+0.219.8C

+1.028.7B

9.6A

Open StructureRetaining Wall
Option

*Aesthetic treatments are likely to increase the 
cost by $300,000 to $1.6 million depending on 
the treatment



Route 1 at SR 1A - Construction Timing

36-40 months 
(3 Summers)

26-29 months 
(2 Summers)

C (Open Structure)

36-40 months 
(3 Summers)

24-27 months 
(2 Summers)

C (Retaining Wall)

29-33 months 
(3 Summers)

25-28 months 
(2 Summers)

B (Open Structure)

24-27 months 
(2-3 Summers)

18-21 months 
(1+ Summer)

B (Retaining Wall)

6-9 months 
(0 Summers)

6-9 months 
(0 Summers)

A

No Summer 
Construction2

Year Round 
Construction

Construction Time1

Option

1 Assumes construction starts in October.
2 No construction between May and September.



Construction Impacts
• Option A

– Temporary lane closures and lane shifts

• Option B
– Northbound Route 1 traffic will be detoured into the median
– Southbound Route 1 left-turn to SR 1A will be a single lane
– Nighttime closure of southbound left-turn lane for 

installation of steel beams
– Temporary lane closures and lane shifts

• Option C
– Southbound Route 1 left-turn to SR 1A will be a single lane
– Nighttime closure of northbound Route 1 to install steel 

beams
– Temporary lane closures and lane shifts



Traffic Comparison
Total Network Travel Delay (Year 2030)
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Alternatives Assessment



Total Network Travel Delay
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Intersection Delay – Route 1 at SR 1A (Option A)
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Intersection Delay – Route 1 at Shuttle Road
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Intersection Delay – Route 1 at Sea Air Ave
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Intersection Delay – Route 1 at Camelot/K-Mart
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Property Impacts

0-2

5
3

0
1-3

1-3

0-2
Commercial

Number of Relocations / Displacements

Alternative

4-68

07 (5 lanes)

07 (4 lanes)

07 (3 lanes)

4-65

4-64

4-63
Residential

*Does not include Independent Options
**Range of impacts depends on connection at SR 1A at Canal Blvd (Suburban Propane 
option will result in two additional commercial displacement and two less residential 
relocations)



Total Project Costs (in millions)*

$60-64$69-73$50-548

$27$36$177 (5 lanes)

$26$35$157 (4 lanes)

$24$33$137 (3 lanes)

$73-77$82-86$62-665

$54-58$62-67$43-474

$36-40$45-49$26-303

C 
SB Left Overpass

B 
NB Overpass

A
At-Grade

Route 1 at SR 1A Option**
Alternative

*Does not include Independent Options
**Range in costs depends on connection at SR 1A at Canal Blvd 

(Suburban Propane option will cost $4.1 million more than Atlantic Avenue option)
*** Additional $6 million may be required for pavement rehabilit ation along Route 1



Next Steps

• Coordination with Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) regarding Section 4(f) 
Impacts

• Coordination with State Historic Preservation 
Officer

– Field meeting scheduled for March 1st
– Identify National Register Eligible (NRE) 

Properties
– Assess adverse effects to NRE properties



Tentative Working Group Meeting Dates
Monday, April 11, 2005
Monday, May 9, 2005 

5:30 PM – 8:30 PM
Cape Henlopen Senior Center


